This article is situated in the context of an intensified discourse within which academic developers are being asked to provide evidence of impact, and argues that theoretical models currently used are imprecise and fail to capture the variation in outcomes from professional development activities. Through reference to previous research on how teachers' thinking can be described in relation to various thinking-zones, and how teachers notice and respond to signs of student learning, we suggest a more fine-grained perspective. Furthermore, we argue that improved models for design and evaluation of professional development might prove crucial for academic development as a profession.
Introduction
In contemporary higher education, everybody has to prove they belong and that they contribute. 'In all areas of education, and in other sectors, we are being asked to demonstrate "impact", to produce evidence of student learning' (Bamber & Stefani, 2016, p. 242) . 'We', in the quotation, refers to academic developers, faculty developers, educational developers, or similar practitioners. We are being asked to produce evidence speaking to the quality of our practice -its design, but most of all its outcomes. Beach, Sorcinelli, Austin, and Rivard (2016) corroborate this message further. In the book Faculty Development in the Age of Evidence, they suggest, based on extensive research among North American faculty developers, that faculty development is now being accepted as a central resource in higher education institutions, but as such it also has to play by the institutional rules -that is, to produce evidence of positive impact. Stensaker, van der Vaart, Dyrdal Solbrekke, and Wittek (2017) send the same message. After surveying the field and examining two prestigious European institutions as examples, they conclude that academic developers are closely knitted into the fabric of our institutions and we are important, but we continuously have to produce evidence of our worth.
At the same time, scholars show that academic developers still need to work on the task of evidencing productive outcomes from our activities. In the case of the 46 Canadian centres for teaching and learning that responded to Kolomitro and Anstey's (2017) survey, the most common methods used to evaluate activities were participants' immediate reactions, followed by change in participants' conceptions and practices. Organisational change came third, and evaluation methods targeting student learning were only used in a few cases. Similar results originating from the UK are described by Spowart et al. (2017) . Thus, the literature suggests it is fair to criticise academic developers for being weak in evaluating our practices (see also Saroyan & Trigwell, 2015) .
So, on the one hand, academic developers are being asked to contribute to the higher education institutions to which we belong; but, on the other hand, we appear weak in evidencing our contributions. This might be even more problematic if the perspective is widened further. Dean (2010) argues that in the neoliberal era, problematization is an established technique to dominate others. If someone else manages to problematize my position, then they infuse their values into my practice. Consequently, that other person gains control over what I do and I have to play by their rules. The defence against such interventions, Dean argues, is to problematize my own practice. If I do that, I learn more and I can develop my own practice further, and I can do this anchored in my own values. This, we believe, is good advice for academic developers.
The above suggests that academic development faces at least three challenges. One is immediate: if we are invited to influence our institutions, then we had better have something to offer, and what we offer has to be evidenced. The second challenge is to be self-aware enough not to incorporate more than we can honestly take on from the larger and more dominating discourses with which we interact. The third challenge is more indirect: if we do become better at producing evidence, then others will problematize what we do from their perspectives, using their values. In the long run, the ethos of our practices will deteriorate and, in the worst-case scenario become redundant. The answer is to problematize our own practices and do it better than can be done by others.
This article is a contribution to such problematization as it offers a critique of two commonly used frameworks within academic development and suggests that instead, it might be useful for developers to focus more closely on actual teaching practice. It suggests that by complementing frequently used frameworks through focusing more on student/teacher interaction, academic developers will be in a better position to evidence impact as well as improve the activities we offer to academic teachers.
Conceptions of teaching and constructive alignment
Academic developers are guided by many theoretical constructs when designing and evaluating our practices. It has, however, been argued (Spowart et al., 2017 ) that design and evaluation of professional development activities often rely on a weak understanding of what impact would look like: 'We need a better understanding of what we are trying to achieve' (Saroyan & Trigwell, 2015, p. 8) .
Below, two constructs typically drawn on by academic developers are briefly discussed and critiqued. The critique and subsequent discussion constitute an attempt to argue for a better understanding of what constitutes professional development for academic teachers and provide a description of one, but by no means the only, line through which such conceptual development can be pursued.
The first construct has to do with conceptions of teaching. Prosser and Trigwell (1999) , and others such as Samuelowicz and Bain (2001) , have advanced this concept. The overall idea is that teachers who are foregrounding student learning while designing, carrying out, and evaluating teaching have more students who take a deep approach to learning than those teachers who focus on teaching. The framework has been used for many years by academic developers claiming that their activities influence teachers' thinking towards becoming more learning centred. Even though this framework has been debated at length, it is still used widely both in academic development and in research (González, 2011) . Kolomitro and Anstey (2017) show that it is still one of the frameworks most frequently used by academic developers when evaluating our work.
However, even though the established relationship between conceptions of teaching and approaches to learning exists, it can also be the case that the students of a teacher operating within a student/learning centred conception, though with poor execution, learn less than the students of teachers who teach well using a teacher-centred conception (Trigwell, 2016) . Roxå and Mårtensson have shown (2011) that instructors working in collegial contexts, so-called strong academic microcultures in the context of a research-intensive university, do not necessarily teach with methods known to be student/learning centred and can still achieve good results with their students.
Developing effective teaching appears to be more complex than influencing teachers towards learning centred conceptions. In a review of 28 studies of effects from professional development programmes targeting pre-tertiary teachers, Kennedy (2016) shows that programmes tend to have more positive effects if they include elements of linking teachers' thinking to their behaviour in front of students. She stresses that 'we cannot learn from this body of research [on conceptions of teaching] unless we find a way to distinguish among these different conceptions of what teachers are actually doing and how we can help them improve ' (2016, p. 946) . We have to move closer to where teachers influence students the most: that is, their actual interactions with students.
The second construct discussed here is constructive alignment. Biggs and Tang (2007) formulated the idea of constructive alignment, which advocates for consistency in courses/modules and programmes. If the designer knows exactly what students should be able to do after they have completed the teaching and learning activities, and aligns all elements of teaching and examination with these learning goals, students are more likely to achieve what was intended. The idea of constructive alignment states that if you get all the parts in order and you have thought about everything, then students can hardly avoid learning the right things. They are entrapped in a web of consistency (Biggs, 2012, p. 45) .
There are at least two potential problems with this. Firstly, is it possible to think about everything in advance (Knight, 2001) ? And secondly, what do students bring to the table? Are they not, if they are good students, active in their interpretation of what teachers lay out before them (O'Donovan, 2017)? Again, even though constructive alignment is productive (it is most likely better to have things in order than not), there is still room for variation. Excellent teaching can be designed and carried out without following the principles of constructive alignment at all. And, the most perfectly aligned course on the design table can still be poorly executed. Again, one way to differentiate between these outcomes would be to move closer to the most important processes of teaching: that is, when teachers interact with students.
The key point is that, while the teaching-centred/learning-centred and constructive alignment frameworks might be valuable for academic developers, both are insufficient as theoretical constructs. The lens these constructs provide for evaluation is simply not dense or precise enough to capture the relevant variation.
Thus, in this article, we do not in any way argue against the frameworks mentioned above or other frameworks of a similar kind. Instead, we seek to complement the above perspectives by arguing for an increased focus on the teacher's interaction with the students. Conceptions of teaching and course design are indeed important, but to provide evidence for the value in our work, we arguably also need to describe changes in those situations where teachers influence students most. For this reason, we first point towards previous research that can potentially provide a bridge from conceptions of teaching to concrete teaching situations, and then refer to research that describes variation in how teachers notice learning while they interact with students.
What teachers do and think is important for students
Teachers are important to students. It has been shown that students make choices for future studies based on their assessment of the teachers with whom they interact (Tellhed, Bäckström, & Björklund, 2016) . Teachers offer potential identities to students. Students assess their future prospects of becoming part of the in-group they associate with the teacher. Based on this, they make choices both about what to study and how much they will engage in their studies. Herrmann, Bager-Elsborg, and McCune (2017) showed that in a sample of 4377 students, the 'highest academic achievement was found among students with strong subject area affinity' (ibid p. 395). Students' engagement and approaches to learning correlate with their assessment of disciplinary communities. Thus, how teachers act individually and in groups while interacting with students is an important aspect of teaching, as it can influence students' engagement and choices, and thereby the quality of learning. This points towards the concrete context of teaching, foregrounding especially how teachers interact with students and how students learn from such experiences. This issue has not yet received enough attention from academic developers.
Such an approach could examine 'the specific mechanisms underlying the complex dynamic among context, cognition, and decision-making' (Hora, 2012, p. 208) . In order to pursue this, Oleson and Hora (2014) used a combination of interviews, classroom observations, and stimulated recall to investigate what experiences 53 math and science teachers drew upon while engaged in teaching. The authors show that respondents were far from simply copying their own teachers. Instead, they used a whole range of experiences while reflecting upon teaching: experiences of being taught, of learning the subject, of being a teacher, of professional development, of feedback, of interaction with teacher-colleagues, and of being a researcher. However, 'the data do not uniformly reveal a willingness of faculty to continuously learn and revise their teaching behaviour based upon evidence of ineffectiveness. For some, years of experience in the classroom has resulted in a recipe for instruction that is satisfactory and does not require any adjustment ' (Oleson & Hora, 2014, p. 41) . Thus, even though teachers learn from experience, some stop doing so. This observation, unexplained by the authors, is itself a call for a better and more nuanced understanding of how teachers reflect upon teaching while teaching. What differentiates those teachers who continuously develop from those who simply use a recipe? McAlpine, Weston, Beauchamp, Weisman, and Beauchamp (1999) and McAlpine and Weston (2000) conducted research in a related area. These authors are interested in how teachers monitor the teaching process. How do experienced and effective teachers make decisions while interacting with students in the class? One aspect emphasised is that reflection is dependent on both perception and previous experience. They state that reflection is not solely an inner process but a practice that involves interaction between what is perceived and what has previously been experienced: 'What is apparent but not often made explicit in discussions about reflection is the critical importance of having actual experience upon which to reflect ' (McAlpine & Weston, 2000, p. 367) . Monitoring the process means a constant adjustment in relation to goals and what actually happens. The authors formulate a metaphor, the corridor of tolerance, to illustrate that the instructor assesses some things that happen during teaching as productive: as having potential on which to build. Other things are considered as being outside the corridor and can either be neglected, or have to be dealt with. The authors' approach emphasises not only reflection upon or during teaching but also the capacity to perceive and to respond. Without particular aspects being perceived, reflection will stop.
In an attempt to further explore conceptually and empirically the mechanism of how teachers' thinking relates to teachers' actions, McAlpine, Weston, Timmermans, Berthiaume, and Fairbank-Roch (2006) suggest four zones of thinking. The aim is to conceptualise how abstract ideas about the purpose of higher education can be linked to concrete actions in the classroom and furthermore to specific aspects being perceived by the teacher. The most concrete of these zones is the enactive zone of thinking. This is highly situated thinking dealing, for example, with others' reactions during teaching. It is thinking and acting in-the-moment. In interviews using stimulated recall, the authors reveal the difficulty of thinking in the enactive zone and thereby deciding on appropriate actions, due to the heavy cognitive load that follows from monitoring a flow of external events in relation to goals, previous experiences, and so on. The tactical zone is less situated. It is used for planning, but ideas are concrete and often visualised. External factors like the number of students, physical arrangements, time, and so on play a part and may enable or constrain the process. In the strategic zone, thinking is even less situated. Specific teaching situations may not be considered but wider aspects like curriculum, experiences of previous students, and colleagues are brought to bear. In the least situated zone, the conceptual, the teacher considers, for example, personal ideas about higher education at large, and beliefs about the purpose of teaching or distribution of responsibilities.
McAlpine and her colleagues investigate the interrelation of teacher reflection, teaching practice, and perceived responses among students, describing this as 'a process in which one evaluates the relation between one's intentions and the impact of actual teaching actions, and makes adjustments to teaching as appropriate ' (McAlpine & Weston, 2000, p.365) . In so doing, they offer a fine-grained perspective on how this reflection takes place in various zones of thinking and through the integration of thinking across the zones. It is assumed that a teacher who engages the enactive zone in combination with the other zones will develop as a teacher, not only as a teacher able to think about teaching broadly but also as a teacher who improves teaching in interaction with students. They also offer evidence of this zone-wise thinking and illustrate that strong teacher thinking can be described as thinking in and across the various zones.
However, as stated above, it has been shown that not all teachers engage in this kind of reflection. Like Olesen and Hora (2014) , Åkerlind (2003) demonstrates that teachers often develop rapidly as beginner teachers, but then some of them level out once they reach a comfort level. Åkerlind's research, which uses a phenomenographic approach, continues to show that teachers with a certain conceptual understanding of teaching, for example, those who have settled for being comfortable in their teaching and have no ambitions to develop further, may have difficulties experiencing aspects in and of teaching that potentially could spark further development. They appear unaware of such aspects that could fuel their own professional development.
Arguably, the zones framework described above can help academic developers better understand how our activities travel into the teaching situation. If used as a complement to conceptions of teaching, it offers a link to what teachers do and think in concrete teaching situations. Changes to thinking about teaching in the enactive zone arguably constitute a stronger sign of impact from professional development activities than changes only in the conceptual or even the strategic zone. But still, the focus lies on the teacher's thinking. Below we point towards a framework that also incorporates what teachers notice while interacting with students. The idea is that thinking and acting in front of students are also dependent on what the teacher perceives.
Attending to what is going on while interacting with students
What we as academic developers need to add to our arsenal is a perspective on perceiving, that is, a better understanding of how teachers see or otherwise notice things while in the process of teaching. It is well known that conceptual change can be sparked when new aspects not perceived before are focused upon, aspects that potentially cause dissonance in existing conceptions (Land, Rattray, and Vivan, 2014) . Arguably, it is important for academic developers to further an understanding of how academic teachers do or do not search for or simply notice such new and potentially dissonant aspects.
From phenomenology as interpreted through phenomenographic research (Marton & Booth, 1997) , we learn that observing something is a composite of perceiving something: a what-aspect, the direct object for our attention, what we focus upon. But at the same time, we focus on the direct object in a certain way: the how-aspect. The how-aspect can be exemplified by the approach a student takes while focusing on reading a certain text. In both surface and deep approaches, the student focuses on the same object but in different ways, which constitutes a variation in the how-aspect. When I develop my perception of a phenomenon, these two aspects are linked in the sense that if I look at something in a different way (vary the how-aspect), I may perceive new things. Conversely, if I see new things (the what-aspect) it can influence the way I look at the same object (the how-aspect).
A third aspect concerns the indirect object, that is, what the act of perception aims at. How I interpret the situation will influence the meaning I attribute to what I see: 'this is relevant because.' The indirect object concerns the purpose of looking at something. Again, if two students read the same text (the direct object) and describe the meaning of doing so with, respectively, the words 'I do it because it will be on the exam' and 'I need to know this so that I understand X', they are in effect describing two different indirect objects.
This means that seeing new things, for example, perceiving them for use in reflective processes, is linked to changes in the what-aspect, the how-aspect, and/or the indirect object. Supporting development in the act of perceiving new things in teaching can start with one of these aspects and, if it works, result in a change to the other aspects. Teachers who level out in their development might do so because they no longer perceive new aspects; they continue to teach as if any new teaching situation were the same as previous situations. They thereby miss opportunities to perceive potentially dissonant aspects or experience new variations in what is going on in unique teaching settings. For our purposes, it is important to learn more about the variation in how teachers perceive the situation while interacting with students.
There is no consensus, in research that explores how primary and secondary school teachers notice learning while teaching, about whether the focus should be on teachers' ability to identify what is important or noteworthy about a classroom situation (Star & Strickland, 2008) , or whether it should also include elements of reflection, that is, an ability to make sense of what is observed and to act constructively upon those observations (van Es & Sherin, 2008) . Even so, it has been shown that teachers can improve their capacity to notice critical aspects of their students' learning within the classrooms in which they operate (Jacobs, 2010) . Furthermore, as noted by Star and Strickland (2008) , most teacher education includes periods where the novice teacher observes experienced teachers teaching, while much less time is spent observing what students do in the classroom with the aim of developing an ability to notice important aspects. Observing experienced teachers is of course important, but developing a capacity to observe students' responses and linking these to their learning and to teacher-activities is to focus on the core processes in teaching.
Building on extensive research on how K12 teachers notice student thinking in classroom contexts, van Es (2011) introduces a framework for assessing teachers' expressions of what they observe (Table 1 ). The framework includes four levels of The teacher refers to specific events and starts to form interpretive comments
The teacher refers to specific events and interactions as evidence and elaborates on these The teacher expresses as in level three and introduces alternative pedagogical solutions noticing, from intuitive reading of the environment to elaborated observations of students. At the fourth level, the teacher links observations to teaching strategies and evaluates these against observed outcomes. This research on teachers attending to what goes on during teaching does not include references to phenomenographic research nor to the research on zones of thinking presented by McAlpine et al. discussed above, even though similar problems are touched upon. For example, Barnhart and van Es (2015) report that 'a high level of attention to student ideas does not guarantee high levels of analyzing or responding to those ideas' (p. 91). Simply perceiving important things (in McAlpine's words, thinking and acting in the enactive zone) does not guarantee responses to these things (something that potentially also includes thinking in the tactical or strategic zones). Åkerlind's (2003) remark that some teachers cease to develop as they reach a level of teaching that to them appears comfortable also appears to resonate with this observation by Barnhart and van Es.
The framework offered by van Es on teachers noticing students' learning together with the zones framework offered by McAlpine and colleagues can arguably be powerful tools for academic developers as we strive to design and to evaluate our professional development activities. Previous mixed results can potentially be explained by the limited focus of the models in use. A student/learner-focused conception, previously shown to outperform a teacher-focused conception, may still be valuable, but due to the scope of such a model, many other aspects could play an interfering role. The link between conception (as expressed in the conceptual zone) and the enactive zone with the academic teachers' ability to attend to what is going on while they interact with students, offers a complementary perspective useful for academic developers. This perspective also has the potential to explain why teachers may fail to teach successfully in constructively aligned courses. Even though a course is constructively aligned, teachers still have to interact with students and adjust their teaching in relation to the corridor of tolerance and in response to student reactions.
It is important to investigate not only activities in the various zones but also how aspects perceived (as illustrated in the noticing framework) spark chains of reflection where several zones may be activated simultaneously. A reflection can start in any zone, depending on the individual teacher's preference, and then continue into the other zones. Arguably, academic developers might historically have overlooked activities in the enactive zone and thereby distanced ourselves from the aspect of teaching where teachers and students are most dependent on each other.
Teaching is an intense activity, as several things happen simultaneously when teachers interact with students. Managing the cognitive load in itself is a huge task, given the overlapping demands of attending to students, content, and overall direction. It is important to consider what it is that influences teachers to pursue complex reflection or fall into the recipe-trap in different teaching contexts. Why not just settle for a situation where students and teachers perform the social script of teaching and ensure that everything goes smoothly? Why do some teachers decide to move beyond the social recipe and enter the more hidden but also more rewarding cognitive domains and ask questions about what students actually learn and how they can influence this through their own actions? What kinds of noticing and enactive zone thinking do the comfortable social scripts of teaching entail, and what kinds do they avoid? The noticing framework (van Es, 2011) indicates that some aspects noticed in teaching, and some ways of thinking about them, are more effective than others. These might be assessed in and adapted for higher education contexts, and subsequently incorporated into professional development activities, so that teachers' ways of noticing and reflecting can be honed for the benefit of their future growth. And finally, the frameworks introduced above can be used to produce nuanced accounts of impact linked to what teachers do while interacting with students. These have the potential of providing useful complements to accounts of shifts in conceptions of teaching or enhanced course design.
Discussion
In this article, we acknowledge the demand that academic developers provide evidence of the value of what we do. In line with this demand, we seek to complement two frameworks frequently used in academic development -conceptions of teaching and constructive alignment -with further analytical tools. It is argued that these two commonly used frameworks do not sufficiently capture the contexts within which teachers interact with students. In order to resolve this shortcoming, we suggest drawing on the zones framework developed by McAlpine et al. to enable clearer attention to teachers' thinking, as well as the noticing framework suggested by van Es for a better understanding of how academic teachers perceive student learning.
The deployment of these two frameworks can lead to the following possibilities:
(1) While evaluating the effect of academic development activities, inquiries into changes in teachers' thinking and practices would include not only conceptions and design but also how thinking and design are materialised during interaction with students. If, after having participated in professional development activities, changes are detected in teachers' conceptions and design, and if these changes are coherent with changes in teachers' thinking in the enactive zone as well as with ways of noticing student responses, academic developers would have a strong case of having added value. (2) Aside from being used for evaluative/analytical purposes, the frameworks presented here have the potential to be equally productive during the design of academic development activities. After all, it is important for academic developers to move beyond attention to conceptions and design of teaching in order to support teachers as they implement these ideas when they are together with students. We also argue that better support for teachers in how to notice student learning may fuel development and counter tendencies to teach by recipe.
Thus, this article constitutes one contribution to a wider discussion in that it suggests a slight shift in focus in academic development, that is, towards situations where teachers interact with students. We are aware of the fact that, aside from the research presented by McAlpine et al. and van Es et al., there is currently a lack of evidence that this shift in focus will actually be productive. However, anecdotally and from a Swedish context, there are signs that teachers observing each other teaching can be guided to focus more on the students' responses in the classroom. It is likely that these effects will be even stronger if consultants were to support the teachers while watching recordings using prompted recall, just as Van Es' school teachers were.
It is unlikely that the frameworks presented here will revolutionise academic development, but they function as a reminder to reflect on our own practices as academic developers so as to enhance and assess our approaches to supporting teaching and learning. The approach discussed has the potential to enhance academic developers' research when trying to link our activities to productive changes in teacher behaviour and subsequent student learning. Such ambitions have of course been reported before, but not necessarily with the level of resolution that thinking zones and the noticing framework offer. For example, Condon, Iverson, Manduca, Rutz, and Willet (2016) demonstrate through a multitude of evidence that professional development of academic teachers does indeed influence student learning positively. By following development activities all the way through to studentproduced artefacts, they identify improved student learning and link this back to professional development activities. A multitude of methods are used, such as portfolio analysis, classroom observation, and interviews. 'The key variables are (1) the type of faculty development to be studied, (2) the methods used, and (3) the assessment instrument applied to relevant data' (Condon et al. p. 93) . They conclude that the search for evidence of impact is a longitudinal endeavour, that it should be guided by a steady framework, and that, if researched in the way they demonstrate, clear evidence of impact can be detected.
The result is an impressive piece of scholarship by members of the global profession of academic developers. But even so, we see potential benefits from still sharper analytical tools. Reflective interviews with teachers and classroom observations could gain even more from the analytical perspectives offered by the thinking-zones and noticing frameworks. We argue that an increased conceptual resolution would assist academic developers in our attempts to defend our practices, values, and existence in the future, as well as our efforts to design activities aimed at improved teaching and student learning.
Academic development is a contextual activity. Every class is unique due to the unique set of individuals being engaged. Therefore, academic development would benefit from an increased focus on the interaction between students as individuals, the discipline at hand, and the teacher. To research this specific part of teaching and student learning we need to use sharp analytical tools. 
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